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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The applicant's amendment filed on 02/03/2006 has been fully considered and 
made of record. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 10 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Nelson et al. (US 4,1 18,756). Nelson et al. teach a heat pipe wherein a metal felt 
(stainless steel mesh evaporator wick 24, Fig. 2) is positioned adjacent to a metal 
substrate (mounting plate 21 , Fig. 2), and a porous exoskeleton member (artery wick 
25, Fig. 2) is positioned adjacent to the metal felt (wick 24, Fig. 2) whereby the metal felt 
(wick 24) is between the metal substrate (21) and the porous metal exoskeleton 
member (wick 25), and a sufficient heat is applied to cause the metal felt (24) to adhere 
and bond to both the porous metal exoskeleton member (25) and the metal substrate 
(21) (see Fig. 2, col. 5, lines 7-26). 

4. Claims 10 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Arcella (US 3,857,441). 
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As applied to claim 10, Arcella teaches a heat pipe wherein a metal felt (wick 14, 
Fig. 2) is positioned adjacent to a metal substrate (heat pipe 20, Fig. 2) and a porous 
exoskeleton member (support member 30, Fig. 2) is positioned adjacent to the metal felt 
(wick 14, Fig. 2) whereby the metal felt (wick 14) is between the metal substrate (20) 
and the porous metal exoskeleton member (30), and a sufficient heat (tack welding) is 
applied to cause the metal felt (14) to adhere to the porous metal exoskeleton member 
(30, col. 2, lines 12-14) and the metal substrate (20) [the heating limitation does not 
preclude additional processing steps, for example press fitting]. 

As applied to claim 17, Arcella further teaches that wick (wick 14, Fig. 2) is 
positioned adjacent to a rigid substrate (heat pipe 20, Fig. 2) and a rigid porous 
exoskeleton member (support member 30, Fig. 2) is positioned adjacent to the wick (14, 
Fig. 2) whereby the wick (14) is between the rigid substrate (20) and the rigid porous 
exoskeleton member (30), and they are all bonded together. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Arcella 
in view of Valyi (US 3,428,126). Arcella teaches the invention cited with the exception 
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of applying a brazing material. However, Valyi teaches a fluid heater wherein a suitable 
thin layer of brazing metal is applied to one side of a porous metal layer to be bonded to 
sheet metal layer (col. 2, lines 50-64). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to have provided Arcella with a suitable braze 
material as taught by Valyi to provide an effective means of assembling the heat unit. 

7. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Arcella 
in view of Breton et al. (US 3,984,044). Arcella teaches the invention cited with the 
exception of the step of applying grit blasting. However, Breton et al. teach a 
mechanical separation apparatus wherein a the surface of the corrugated metal is grit 
blasted to roughen it sufficiently to promote interatomic bonding, hence enhancing the 
brazing of the sheet "A" to corrugated stainless steel (col. 17, lines 35-39). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have 
modified Arcella with a suitable means of surface preparation as taught by Breton et al. 
to provide an effective and enhanced brazing process. 

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Arcella 
and Valyi and further in view of Breton et al. Arcella/Valyi teaches the invention cited 
with the exception of the step of applying grit blasting. However, Breton et al. teach a 
mechanical separation apparatus wherein a the surface of the corrugated metal is grit 
blasted to roughen it sufficiently to promote interatomic bonding, hence enhancing the 
brazing of the sheet "A" to corrugated stainless steel (col. 17, lines 35-39). ). It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have 
modified ArcellaA/alyi with a suitable means of surface preparation as taught by Breton 
et al. to provide an effective and enhanced brazing process. 

9. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arcella in view of Henne et al. (US 6,303,191). Arcella teaches the invention cited 
with the exception of the single step application of the adhesive. However, Henne et al. 
teach a production process of a heat pipe wherein in a single step an adhesive (130, 
Fig. 1 0) is applied between a wick (50, Fig. 1 0) and inner side (1 28, Fig. 1 0) of layer of a 
rigid substrate (122, Fig. 10) for mechanical stability and good heat contact (col. 3, lines 
7-1 0). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Arcella with a suitable bonding step as taught by Henne et al. 
to provide an effective and good mechanical stability and heat contact between the heat 
pipe elements. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 14 and 15 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 02/03/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

12. As for independent claim 10 rejected under 102(b) as anticipated by both Nelson 
et al. and Arcella in an office action mailed on 1 1/02/2005, Applicant argues on page 5, 
paragraphs (3-4) and page 6, paragraphs (1-3), that Nelson et al. fails to teach each 
and every element of Applicant's claimed invention and therefore, the rejection in (is) 
improper and should be withdrawn, and further argues on page 7, paragraphs (2-3) that 
there is no teaching whatsoever in Arcella about heating sufficiently to cause the wick 
structure in the reference to adhere to the heat pipe tube inner walls and Because 
Arcella fails to disclose Applicants' claimed step of applying heat sufficient to cause the 
metal felt to adhere to both the porous metal exoskeleton member and the metal 
substrate this rejection under 35 U.S.C. 5 102(b) is overcome. 

The traversal is mainly based on the argument that the limitation of "applying 
heat sufficient to cause the metal substrate to adhere to both porous metal exoskeleton 
member and the metal substrate" is not taught by either Nelson et al. or Arcella. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the above arguments. The Examiner 
believes that the Applicant is claiming a method of positioning three objects adjacent to 
each other and applying sufficient heat to cause the three objects to adhere to each 
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other. There is a broad meaning and weight given to the limitation "adhere" which the 
Applicant heavily relies upon in order to overcome Nelson et al. and Arcella references. 
The Examiner considers that "to adhere" the three objects together means to hold the 
three objects fixed together" and both Nelson et al. and Arcella definitely teach this (see 
online definition of "adhere" attached to this office action). 

As for Nelson et al., the "spot-weld" (col. 5, line 15), the "bonded by sintering" 
(col. 5, lines 19-20) and the "welding the two shell halves together" (col. 5, lines 22-23) 
and as for Arcella, the "tack welded" (col. 2, line 13) all teach the sufficient heat 
limitation. The recitation that an element is "sufficient" to perform a given function is not 
a positive limitation but only requires the ability to so perform. It does not constitute a 
limitation in any patentable sense. 

The Examiner further considers that "to bond" together means "to join and hold 
together securely" and therefore, both Nelson et al. and Arcella teach the "bonding" 
limitation" as they teach the "adhere" limitation (see online definition of "bond" attached 
to this office action). 

As for all other secondary references, including Valyi, Breton et al., and Henne et 
al., they are only relied upon for their teachings of other limitations namely "brazing 
material", "grit blasting" and 'adhesive" and therefore, they are not relied upon on 
teaching the "sufficient heat" limitation as the Applicant argues on pages (7-9). 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sarang Afzali whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8412. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00-3:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on 571-272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/665,266 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 3729 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



SA 

04/03/2006 
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